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Other elements being present, the location of a transaction or a controversy usually does not 
determine subject matter jurisdiction, but the place where the cause of action accrues may 
be determinative as to out-of-state matters. 


Other elements being present, the location of a transaction or a controversy usually does not 


determine subject matter jurisdiction, | but the place where the cause of action accrues may 
determine whether the case is within the court's subject matter jurisdiction as to out-of-state 


matters.” Sufficient minimum contacts with the state are required such that making a party litigate 


in-state does not offend traditional notions of fair play and substantial justice.” Statutory limitations 
on state court subject matter jurisdiction in relation to foreign parties may encompass matters as to 


which the cause of action arose or that the subject matter of the action is situated in the state,’ and 
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a state may assert jurisdiction over activity that is conducted outside the state but has its effects 


within the jurisdiction.” 
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